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arms; whether trial court’s determination that requisite nexus existed between
seized firearms and narcotics business of defendant in underlying criminal
matter was supported by record; claim that trial court should have conducted in
rem forfeiture proceedings pursuant to statute ([Rev. to 2013] § 54-33g) in order
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counsel, of right to presentence investigation report without canvassing defendant
prior to permitting waiver; failure to raise claim in motion to correct illegal
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